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Academic law librarians are dealing with three large crises. First, they have little budget 
money to use to build new library buildings. Second, they have little room to add new 
books to their collections. Third, the shelving space they do have is being reclaimed for 
group or collaborative study spaces. 
This study investigates one response to these crises: a vigorous deselection program. 
While much literature for deselection in libraries in general, few academic resources deal 
with deselection in academic law libraries. To determine what criteria might guide 
academic law librarians in evaluating which books to retain, the research interviewed 
academic law librarians to discover what they thought were important deselection criteria 
to consider. 
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Introduction 
The experience with the reference collection at Columbia University’s Law Library 
is a microcosm of an issue facing contemporary academic law librarians. Its reference 
collection occupied 225 linear feet of space, with only 3 linear feet of open space.1 In law 
libraries generally, the lack of space is not limited to sub-collections such as the reference 
collection; it is felt throughout each library’s entire collection. Judith Wight, in a panel 
discussion at the 2010 American Association of Law Libraries, recounted a fellow law 
librarian’s comment that “All academic law libraries are being dismantled and losing their 
space.”2 For years, academic law libraries have been running out of space to house their 
collections, either because their shelf space is nearing capacity or because law schools are 
reclaiming that space for their own programs. 
One of the reasons contributing to this lack of space is that academic law libraries 
continue to add print material to their collections. A source of newly-acquired print 
material is multi-year library management agreements with print-resource vendors and 
publishers from which they may be unable to extricate themselves. Under these 
agreements, law libraries agree to add all the law-related books.  
                                                 
1 Carissa Vogel, “Creating Shelf Space: Is it Time for a Reference Collection Overhaul,” AALL Spectrum 
17, no. 4 (February 2013): 27, accessed October 26, 2017, Library, Information Science & Technology 
Abstracts with Full Text, EBSCOhost. 
2 Taylor Fitchett et al, “Law Library Budgets in Hard Times,” Law Library Journal 103, no.1 (December 
2011): 93, accessed October 26, 2017, Library, Information Science & Technology Abstracts with Full 
Text, EBSCOhost. 
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books a publisher releases. In addition to these long-term agreements, academic law 
librarians are purchasing individual monographs across a spectrum of topics. 
Consequently, law librarians are faced with being unable to house all the print resources 
they are acquiring. 
As the new print material arrives, law-school administrators are negotiating what 
parts of the library they may designate for law-school purposes. Gorham and Jaeger cite a 
trend among law-school administrators who think that law libraries are unnecessary.3 
Trends in academic libraries indicate that libraries are becoming valued for their physical 
space, not just their shelf space. Many libraries are being renovated to increase individual 
study space or to create group/collaborative study space. Such may be the fate of the 
academic law library.4 Academic law librarians not only are having difficulty finding space 
for new acquisitions, but also are planning to have less room to house the collection they 
have. 
Several options are available as law librarians confront this issue. One approach is 
to build larger libraries. However, new law libraries simply are not being built. A second 
choice which law librarians may select is the conversion to an all-digital collection. 
Because many essential law-school resources are available digitally, the temptation to have 
an all-digital collection is alluring. However, this option may not be viable. The American 
Bar Association, the organization responsible for approving and accrediting law schools, 
                                                 
3 Ursula Graham and Paul T. Jaeger, “The Law School Library or the Library at the Law School? How 
Lessons from Other Types of Libraries Can Inform the Evolution of the Academic Law Library in the 
Digital Age,” Law Library Journal 109, no.1 (2017), 51, accessed October 26, 2017, Library, Information 
Science & Technology Abstracts with Full Text, EBSCOhost. 
4 Ibid., 62. 
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cautions against a single resource format.5 One final option which can help law librarians 
deal with the lack of shelf space and can allow them to plan proactively for space 
reallocations is the adoption of vigorous deselection plans. 
 
Literature Review 
 The focus of this research is deselection in academic law libraries; however, the 
literature addressing deselection in law libraries is sparse. To have some understanding of 
how librarians have approached deselection, it will be necessary to survey the literature on 
deselection and libraries in general. The first section offers a definition of “deselection.” 
The second section presents some of the factors which have prompted librarians to deselect 
items from their collections. The final section describes many of the criteria librarians have 
used in their deselection projects.  
 
Defining Deselection 
 The Association for Library Collections & Technical Services defines 
“deselection” as “the decision to withdraw an item from the library collection.”6 This 
definition is important for several reasons. First, it recognizes that deselection is 
intentional. A librarian decides that some print resource should be removed. The factors 
which necessitate this removal might vary, but the librarian is acting deliberately. Second, 
it suggests that deselection is the result of a process. A librarian who has deselected a group 
of items has decided that, to respond adequately to necessitating circumstances, these 
                                                 
5 American Bar Association, ABA Standards and Rules of Procedure for Approval of Law Schools 2016-17 
(Chicago: American Bar Association, Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar, 2016), 42. 
Although Interpretation 606-1 does not prohibit single-format collections, it does warn against them. 
6 Dennis K. Lambert, et al., Guide to Review of Library Collections: Preservation, Storage, and 
Withdrawal, 2nd ed., (Chicago: Association for Library Collections & Technical Services, 2002), 36. 
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books can be removed. Finally, the definition realizes that deselection has some finality 
about it. The material is being removed from the library’s collection. This is not to say that 
the material is permanently destroyed; the material may be sent to storage, donated to 
another library, or sold at a book sale. Whatever its fate, the material will not be in the 
library building. 
The literature includes two other terms which are used to refer to the withdrawal of 
material from the collection: “weeding” and “deaccessioning.” “Deselection” and 
“weeding” are used synonymously,7 but “weeding” is the more popular term. The 
popularity of “weeding” stems, no doubt, from the obvious gardening reference. Like the 
diligent gardener who removes the weeds so that flowers and plants have the space to grow, 
the thoughtful librarian removes the items that prevent the collection from being lively and 
vibrant. The other term which is used interchangeably with “deselecting” is 
“deaccessioning.”8 The two terms refer to different processes. “Deselecting” refers to a 
librarian’s decision to remove an item from the library’s main collection. The library may 
still retain the item but store it in an off-site location, so it would still be available for a 
library patron to use. “Deaccessioning” involves a decision that a library should no longer 
retain a certain item. If a book is so heavily damaged that it is unusable and cannot be made 
usable, that item will be removed permanently from the library’s collection. A decision to 
deaccession involves deleting its bibliographic record;.9 it is no longer available to use 
                                                 
7 Ibid. The entry for “weeding” in the glossary to Guide to Review of Library Collections directs the reader 
back to “deselection.”  
8 See, for example, Davis Woolwine, "Collection Development in the Humanities and Social Sciences in a 
Transitional Age: Deaccession of Print Items," Library Philosophy and Practice (e-journal). (2014) Paper 
1173, accessed October 26, 2017, http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/libphilprac/1173. Woolwine uses forms of 
“de-access” to refer to the deselection process. He even cites to Rick Lugg’s article on data-driven 
deselection! 
9 Lambert, Guide to Review of Library Collections, 36. 
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unless the library borrows a copy through Interlibrary Loan. A book, then, may be 
deselected without being deaccessioned; however, a deaccessioned resource has always 
been deselected. 
Many librarians use “deselected” and “weeded” interchangeably. In this paper, I 
will use the terms synonymously, though I strive to emphasize deselection. I will not use 
deselection and deaccession interchangeably. 10 
 
Motivations to Deselect 
That libraries are not bursting at the seams and are no longer able to house new 
acquisitions is evidence that librarians do weed their collections periodically. Further, most 
manuals on weeding suggest that weeding, or some form of deselection evaluation, be done 
on an on-going basis. The 2012 edition of CREW: A Weeding Manual for Modern Libraries 
suggests that any library’s entire collection should be weeded once every 5 years.11 Dilevko 
and Gottlieb report the results of a 2000 survey, which found that nearly a third of 
responding public libraries weeded on a regular basis.12  
Motivating factors for weeding on a regular or continuous basis are numerous. 
Some reports on deselection projects mention preventing potential books damage as a 
                                                 
10 One important caveat: For libraries with no easy access to off-site storage, a decision to deselect is often 
a decision to deaccession. 
11 Jeanette Larson, CREW: A Weeding Manual for Modern Libraries, (Austin, TX: Texas State Library and 
Archives Commission, 2012) 16, accessed October 26, 2017, 
https://www.tsl.texas.gov/sites/default/files/public/tslac/ld/ld/pubs/crew/crewmethod12.pdf. 
12 Juris Dilevko and Lisa Gottlieb, “Weed to Achieve: A Fundamental Part of the Public Library Mission?” 
Library Collections, Acquisitions, & Technical Services 27 (2003): 78, accessed April 4, 2017, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14649055.2003.10765897. 
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reason to weed library collection.13 Roy discusses several studies which suggest that usage 
increases when a collection is weeded, but she concludes that the data are inconclusive. 14 
While she admits that weeding has produced increased circulation statistics, she points out 
that other libraries have increased circulation by increasing the size of their collections.15  
Librarians cite the maintenance of the library’s image as a reason to weed. Libraries 
are considered institutions which maintain current, accurate information. Therefore, 
removal of obsolete material is given as a concern motivating librarians to weed. Seymour 
defines “obsolete” as material that no longer serves the needs of the university community, 
either because the information in these resources is out-of-date or because the research 
focus of a department has changed.16 Doll and Barron echo a similar position. They 
recognize, “Information in some materials may be inaccurate or dangerous, perpetuate 
stereotypes, or somehow contain misinformation.”17 Finally, librarians find that weeding 
on a regular basis provides an aura of customer service. In this vein, greater accessibility 
and usability are cited as reasons to weed.18 Library patrons are able to locate their items 
more quickly and library staff are able to shelve and to reshelve material more efficiently 
when the shelves are cleared of unnecessary material. To make its reference more easily 
                                                 
13 Scott Seaman and Donna DeGeorge, “Selecting and Moving Books to a Remote Depository: A Case 
Study,” Collection Management 16, no. 1 (1992): 137, accessed September 15, 2017, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J105v16n01_08. 
14 Loriene Roy, “Does Weeding Increase Circulation: A Review of the Related Literature,” Collection 
Management 10, no.1-2 (1988): 141-156, accessed March 26, 2017, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J105v10n01_13. 
15 Ibid., 149. 
16 Carol A. Seymour, “Weeding the Collection: A Review of Research on Identifying Obsolete Stock,” 
Libri 22, no.2 (January 1972): 137, accessed October 26, 2017, https://doi-
org.libproxy.lib.unc.edu/10.1515/libr.1972.22.2.137. 
17 Carol A. Doll and Pamela Petrick Barron, Managing and Analyzing Your Collection: A Practical Guide 
for Small Libraries and Media Centers (Chicago: American Library Association, 2002), 63, accessed 
October 26, 2017, https://ebookcentral-proquest-
com.libproxy.lib.unc.edu/lib/unc/detail.action?docID=3001632. 
18 Stanley J. Slote, Weeding Library Collections (Englewood, CO: Libraries Unlimited, 1997), 5. 
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usable, staff at the Baltimore County Public Library began integrating its reference 
collection with its general collection. As part of this project, they decided to “right size” 
the reference collection by removing little-used items.19 
A surprising aspect of Dilevko’s and Gottlieb’s study is that another third of 
respondents replied that they deselected on an as-need basis.20 If librarians deselect only 
when it is necessary to do so, what sorts of situations motivate librarians to weed? 
The literature suggests that the greatest motivation for “as-needed” deselection is 
lack of space to house new acquisitions. Two causes of space shortage are noted in the 
literature. One reason for a lack of space is over-collecting. That is, a library continues to 
acquire more books than it has room to house. Such was the case study reported by Martin, 
Kamada, and Feeney at the University of Arizona.21  
Lack of space need not apply to entire library collections. Libraries may deselect 
individual parts of their collections. Sub-collections such as the reference collection may 
lack space to accommodate new acquisitions. In addition to the instance of Columbia 
University Law Library’s project mentioned in the Introduction, the librarians at Regent 
University (Virginia) began a reference collection weeding project to gain space in their 
reference collection.22  
                                                 
19 Rose M. Frase and Barbara Salit-Mischel, “Right-sizing the Reference Collection,” Public Libraries 46, 
no. 1 (January/February 2007): 40, accessed October 26, 2017, 
http://libproxy.lib.unc.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-
com.libproxy.lib.unc.edu/docview/217455428?accountid=14244.. 
20 Dilevko and Gottlieb, 78. And if two-thirds of the libraries weed in some fashion or other, does this mean 
that 1/3 of libraries do not weed at all? 
21 Jim Martin, Hitoshi Kamada, and Mary Feeney, “A Systematic Plan for Managing Physical Collections 
at the University of Arizona Libraries, Collection Management 38, no. 3 (2013): 226, accessed October 26, 
2017, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01462679.2013.797376. 
22 Marta Lee, “Weeding Is Not Just for Gardeners: A Case Study on Weeding a Reference Collection,” 
Community & Junior College Libraries 15 (2009): 131, accessed October 26, 2017, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02763910902979460. 
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A second cause of space shortage is renovation. Instead of building new library 
buildings, many librarians are watching their existing buildings be renovated. In some 
cases, renovations result in fewer linear feet of shelving because the renovated areas will 
be compliant with laws that were passed after the original building was constructed. The 
law library at Case Western Reserve University School of Law saw a reduction in its shelf 
space because the renovated building became compliant with the American with 
Disabilities Act.23 Michael Whiteman refers to an American Bar Association study which 
showed a slight decrease in median shelving capacity at accredited law libraries.24. 
Another reason that renovations often result in the loss of shelf space is that 
librarians are looking to increase the amount of user space—either for individual study 
areas or group/collaborative study areas—in their libraries, as libraries experience a 
fundamental paradigm shift.25 Several libraries implemented deselection programs to 
provide more study areas. The Webster Library at Concordia University (Montreal, 
Quebec) was renovated to provide more study space. This project, which was to begin in 
2015, would result in the loss of 11,000 linear feet of books, which translates, for the 
Webster librarians, to a loss of about 127,400 volumes.26 Providing more open study areas 
also affected the amount of shelf space at Case Western’s law library.27  
                                                 
23 D.R. Jones and Robert B. Myers, “Collection Transformation: Librarians at Case Define and Manage 
Onsite Working Collection During and After Renovation,” AALL Spectrum 10, no. 7 (May 2006): 21, 
accessed October 28, 2017, Library & Information Science Source, EBSCOhost. 
24 Michael Whiteman, “Book Burning in the Twenty-First Century: ABA Standard 606 and the Future of 
Academic Law Libraries as the Smoke Clears,” Law Library Journal 106, no.1 (2014): 20, accessed 
September 13, 2017, HeinOnline Law Journal Library. 
25 Scott Bennett, “Libraries and Learning: A History of Paradigm Change,” Libraries and the Academy 9, 
no. 2 (April 2009) 187, accessed October 26, 2017, https://muse.jhu.edu/article/262845. 
26 Meredith Giffin, “High-Yield, Low-Risk Deselection in an Academic Library,” Paper presented at: IFLA 
WLIC 2016: 3, accessed February 26, 2017, http://library.ifla.org/1571/1/100-giffin-en.pdf 
27 Jones and Myers, “Collection Transformation,” 21. 
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These two factors which influence the amount of shelf space in a library are internal 
factors. There is an external reason that law libraries are losing space. Some law-school 
deans are appropriating library space for law-school purposes.28 Gorham and Jaeger cite a 
disturbing trend among law-school administrators: some administrators think that law 
libraries are unnecessary.29 Trends in academic libraries indicate that libraries are 
becoming valued for their physical space, not just their shelf space. Many libraries are 
being renovated to increase individual study space or to create group/collaborative study 
space. Such may be the fate of the academic law library. 30 A few years after Wright’s 
observations, Phillip Gragg noted that law library renovations provide law-school deans an 
opportunity to grab library space for law-school purposes such as classrooms and offices.31  
Another motivating factor is space redesign. In the introductory discussion, one of 
the reasons cited for space concern in law libraries—and in libraries generally—is that 
libraries are experiencing a paradigm shift. Christine Ferguson notes, “The library’s role 
as a repository for books, journals, and other physical resources is diminishing.”32 
Libraries, now, are designed not just for storing books but to encourage “group interaction, 
exploration, and creation.”33 Ferguson also observes that the impetus for these changes are 
                                                 
28 Fitchett, “Law Library Budgets in Hard Times,” 95. 
29 Ursula Gorham and Paul T. Jaeger, “The Law School Library or the Library at the Law School?” 51. 
This trend may be the new paradigm. The ABA no longer requires academic law libraries to submit 
statistics, as if to suggest that the quality of a law school independent of the quality of its law library. 
30 Ibid, 62. 
31 Christine L. Sellers and Phillip Gragg, “Library Space,” Law Library Journal 104, no.4 (2012): 609, 
accessed October 28, 2017, Library, Information Science & Technology Abstracts with Full Text, 
EBSCOhost. 
32 Christine L. Ferguson, “In Favor of Weeding,” Serials Review 41 (2015): 221, accessed September 14, 
2017, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2015.1103573. 
33 Ibid. 
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not proactive projects generated by the libraries; rather libraries are reacting to the needs 
of their users.34 
The new paradigm, then, means that librarians are giving serious consideration to 
the ways their library spaces are used. Most librarians are not in a position to demand 
several millions of dollars for a new library building, Instead, they have to be content with 
enough money to renovate their existing spaces. Renovations result in fewer linear feet of 
shelving because librarians are looking to increase the amount of user space—either for 
individual study areas or group/collaborative study areas—in their libraries The Webster 
Library at Concordia University (Montreal, Quebec) was renovated to provide more study 
space. This project, which was to begin in 2015, would result in the loss of 11,000 linear 
feet of books, which translates, for the Webster librarians, to a loss of about 127,400 
volumes.35 Thus, renovating library space is another reason to deselect library material. 
 
Criteria for Deselection Decisions 
The review of the literature has, so far, provided a definition of “deselection” and 
has pointed to some factors which motivate librarians to deselect items from their 
collection. This final section will present the various deselection criteria which guide 
librarians’ deselection decisions. This review identifies criteria which support deselection 
for practical concerns and factors which support deselection for intellectual concerns. 36 
  
                                                 
34 Ibid. 
35 Giffin, “High-Yield, Low-Risk Deselection in an Academic Library,” 3. 
36 The idea for distinguishing between practical and intellectual concerns comes from University of Sussex 
Library,” Stock retention and withdrawal policy,” last modified September 2008, accessed April 12, 2017, 
http://www.sussex.ac.uk/library/assets/documents/policies/2008stockretention.pdf. 
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Criteria for Practical Concerns 
In this section, deselection criteria based on practical concerns are considered. 
“Practical concerns” refers to any consideration not bound up with the intellectual nature 
of the print item. At least five practical-concern are identified in the literature. 
A librarian who is faced with a critical space shortage can achieve immediate results 
by the deselection of multiple copies of an item. In six months, librarians at Concordia 
(Montreal) University’s main libraries reduced their collection size by 63,000 volumes just 
by removing duplicates.37 Duplication does not necessarily have to refer to having multiple 
copies of the same item in the same library. A specialized subject library, such as a law 
library, might deselect material if the associated main campus library has the item in its 
collection. Gillies and Stephenson recount that librarians with the Tri-University Group of 
Libraries used such a method to identify books to send to a shared repository.38 Duplication 
can occur when some information from a larger print resource is reprinted in a separate but 
smaller print item. The same information is, then, available in two different items, and a 
library may opt only to remove the reprinted item. Slote maintains that older editions of 
print material, especially when the material is included in later editions, can be 
withdrawn.39 
A second practical consideration for identifying books to be deselected is the 
condition of the book. Slote calls this factor “[t]he most universally accepted criterion for 
                                                 
37 Giffin, “High-Yield, Low-Risk Deselection,” 5. 
38 Scott Gillies and Carol Stephenson, “Three Libraries, Three Weeding Projects: Collaborative Weeding 
Projects Within a Shared Print Repository,” Collection Management 37, no.3-4 (2012): 211, accessed 
October 28, 2017, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01462679.2012.685420.  
39 Slote, Weeding Library Collections, 21. 
13 
 
weeding.”40 Print material that is badly bound or printed or books with broken spines, for 
example, are candidates for removal. This criterion has appeared very early in general 
deselection guidelines41 and in specific library deselection plans.42  
A third practical criterion is the age of a print item. As a practical concern, age may 
affect a book’s physical condition as well as its usage. Librarians can determine the age of 
a book either by referring to the copyright date or by the book’s acquisition date. Slote 
specifically states that books with copyright dates are eight years or older should be 
weeded, though he mentions that books as “young” as 5 years and as “old” as 20 can we 
weeded, too.43  
A librarian may decide to determine a book’s age based from its inclusion in the 
library’s catalog. Librarians at Middlebury College list “Length of time in our collection” 
as a consideration when making deselection decisions.44 Deselectors should not be too 
eager to withdraw an item that has seen little use. The Middlebury librarians suggest giving 
a book at least 10 years before it is a withdrawal candidate.45 Slote encourages librarians 
to weed print material held longer than 30 years.46  
                                                 
40 Ibid. 
41 Joseph P. Segal, CREW Manual: A Unified System of Weeding, Inventory, and Collection-Building for 
Small and Medium-Sized Public Libraries, (Austin: Texas State Library, 1976), 10, accessed October 28, 
2017, https://archive.org/details/ERIC_ED134181. 
42 Lee, “Weeding Is Not Just for Gardeners,” 131. 
43 Slote, Weeding Library Collections, 24 
44 Middlebury College Library, “Criteria Used When Considering Items to Withdraw,” last modified 
September 26, 2013, accessed September 18, 2017, 
https://mediawiki.middlebury.edu/wiki/LIS/Criteria_Used_When_Considering_Items_to_Withdraw. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Slote, Weeding Library Collections, 24. 
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A fourth facet here is the book’s inclusion on an authoritative booklist. Farber 
suggests that authoritative lists may ease weeding decisions.47 One supposes that this 
criterion is a “negative” deselection factor. Therefore, inclusion on an authoritative list 
would indicate that, other factors being equal, the library would not deselect this item. 
Librarians at Concordia College made this factor a top priority in their deselection 
project.48 
Many libraries have used circulation statistics to determine deselection candidates, 
and this criterion has been around for many years. Librarians at the Regent University 
Library included a book’s circulation history as they considered which books to deselect.49 
A possible reason that past or present usage may predict future use is that the interests of a 
community do not change suddenly. Lancaster cites the Fussler-Simon study, which 
showed a correlation between the past or present use of a book and future use of the book. 
50 If a print resource has little or no usage, it might be replaced by one that shows promise.51  
 
Criteria for intellectual concerns  
Deselection criteria for intellectual concerns covers an array of characteristics. The 
key intellectual criterion for deselection obsolescence, and the reason that obsolescence is 
a concern is the fear that a library will retain material that contains inaccurate, misleading, 
                                                 
47 Evan Ira Farber, “Books Not for College Libraries,” Library Journal 122 (August 1997): 44, accessed 
October 28, 2017, http://libproxy.lib.unc.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-
com.libproxy.lib.unc.edu/docview/196785064?accountid=14244. 
48 Amy K. Soma and Lisa M. Sjoberg, “More Than Just Low-Hanging Fruit: A Collaborative Approach to 
Weeding in Academic Libraries,” Collection Management 36, no.1 (2010): 21, accessed February 27, 2017, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01462679.2011.529241. 
49 Lee, “Weeding Is Not Just for Gardeners,” 131. 
50 F. W. Lancaster, “Evaluating Collections by Their Use,” Collection Management 4, no.1-2 (1982): 15, 
accessed February 25, 2017, http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J105v04n01_02. 
51 Ibid., 16. 
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or false information. Though this criterion is cited in weeding guidelines52, the literature 
provides no clear instance where a library used obsolescence as a criterion. Engeldinger 
reports a study from the mid-1980s in which 89% of responding reference librarians cited 
“age of material” (a contributing factor to obsolescence) as consideration for weeding.53 
Erwin Surrency, who wrote one of the few articles on deselection in academic law libraries, 
suggested withdrawing old membership lists or directories from law library reference 
collections.54 Print resources might become obsolete for a number of reasons: The 
information might be disproven, the content changed, or the content is so old that it might 
not be relevant. 
A second intellectual criterion for making deselection decisions is the curricular 
focus of a university department. Librarians at Fort Lewis College were able to identify 
several items for withdrawal because the College had eliminated its German language 
courses (which reduced demands for German language resources) and was considering 
ending its French Language minor.55 The Interim Assistant Dean/Coordinator of Public 
Services and the Head of the Technical Services at the University of Louisiana at Monroe’s 
library listed curriculum support as a criterion for book deselection.56 They advised the 
departmental liaison librarians to consider the curriculum of their departments before 
                                                 
52 Lambert, Guide to Review of Library Collections, 24. 
53 Eugene A. Engeldinger, “Weeding of Academic Library Reference Collections: A Survey of Current 
Practice,” RQ 25, no. 3 (Spring 1986): 370, accessed October 28, 2017, 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25827655. 
54 Erwin C. Surrency, “Weeding a Law Collection,” Law Library Journal 50, no. 1 (February 1957): 8, 
accessed March 19, 2017, HeinOnline Law Journal Library. 
55 Pamela Arbeeny and Lloyd Chittenden, “An Ugly Weed: Innovative Deselection to Address a Shelf 
Space Crisis,” Journal of Library Innovation 5, no. 2 (2014): 82, accessed October 28, 2017, 
http://libproxy.lib.unc.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-
com.libproxy.lib.unc.edu/docview/1537996515?accountid=14244. 
56 Megan Lowe, “It’s My Deselection Project, I’ll Cry If I Want To,” Against the Grain 28, no.4 
(September 2016): 12. 
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weeding material. They also encourage the librarians to consult with other librarians in the 
event books they were removing might be applicable in another field.57 
A third factor regarding intellectual concerns focuses on faculty research. As White 
points out, “Librarians in academic settings rely on faculty input for building collections 
to meet current research needs….”58 Because specialized libraries often directly support 
their associated faculty, librarians in these institutions are careful not to remove faculty-
research material from the collection. However, print material which is no longer related 
the faculty’s research interests may become candidates for removal. While libraries will 
purchase print material related to a faculty member’s research, the product of that research 
is also important. During a deselection project at Dominican University, several 
publications by former library-science faculty had been pre-selected for deaccessioning. 
Because Dominican University has a library school, those publications were retained.59 
 
Research Question 
 Little is to be found in the literature on the criteria law librarians use to make 
deselection decisions. The American Bar Association (ABA) Standard pertaining to 
academic law libraries requires them to have collections that “shall effectively support the 
law school’s curricular, scholarly, and service programs and objectives, and the role of the 
library in preparing students for effective, ethical, and responsible participation in the legal 
                                                 
57 University Library, “Criteria for Deselection,” Library Deselection Project, last modified accessed 
September 20, 2017, http://www.ulm.edu/library/deselection.html. 
58 Gary W. White, “Collaborative Collection Building of Electronic Resources: A Business 
Faculty/Librarian Partnership,” Collection Building 23, no. 4 (2004): 177, accessed October 28, 2017, 
https://doi-org.libproxy.lib.unc.edu/10.1108/01604950410564500. 
59 CARLI Collections Management Committee, ed., “Weeding” (June 2014): 5, accessed October 28, 2017, 
https://www.carli.illinois.edu/sites/files/files/2014CollectionManagementCommWeedingWhitePaper.pdf. 
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profession.”60 The ABA Standard 606 also describes a law library’s collection as 
“complete, current, and in sufficient quantity or with sufficient continuing access to meet 
faculty and student needs.”61 The ABA Standard offers some guidance to academic 
librarians who are organizing a deselection project: Law library collections should be 
complete, current, and supportive of the law school’s curriculum. 
Some readers may object that the Standard governs what a library adds to its 
collection, not what a law librarian may remove from his collection. The literature review 
suggests there are widely-accepted criteria among academic libraries which any academic 
librarian can use to determine which books are candidates for removal from the library’s 
collection. With this in mind, this study will explore the question, “What criteria do 
academic law library collection management librarians, at four academic law libraries in 
the southeastern United States, use to deselect print material?” 
 
Methodology 
Strategy 
“The overarching aim of a quantitative research study is to classify features, count 
them, and construct statistical models in an attempt to explain what is observed.”62 
However, before quantitative researchers can manipulate their data, the data must be 
collected. Researchers have collected research data through a variety of research methods. 
In order to collect data to answer my research question, I chose to interview librarians at 
                                                 
60 American Bar Association, Standards, 41. 
61 Ibid., 42. 
62 USC Libraries, “Organizing Your Social Science Research Paper: Quantitative Methods,” last modified 
October 9, 2017, accessed April 12, 2017, http://libguides.usc.edu/writingguide/quantitative. 
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each academic law library in the sample. This approach was advantageous for two reasons. 
First, libraries may not include deselection criteria in their published collection-
development policies. A review of collection-development policies may not have provided 
data for the study. Second, reviewing the transcripts of the interview might provide some 
connections to the literature on deselection. Thus, I would have a first step to comparing\the 
data once I analyzed the initial results. 
I constructed a standardized interview and arranged a time to meet each librarian. I 
thought this approach would be more advantageous for several reasons. First, I thought I 
would receive a higher response rate, which is an advantage of interviews.63 Because I 
anticipated conducting the research during the summer of 2017, scheduling interviews 
reduced the possibility that the librarians might be unavailable or unable to respond because 
of summer vacations. Second, if any of my questions were not entirely clear, I would be 
present to offer clarification.64 Appendix I: Interview Questions lists the questions I asked 
each respondent. 
 
Data Security 
Each interviewee was identified only as Interview 1, 2, etc. I kept a separate 
notebook with the number assignments, but that notebook was stored in a separate, secure 
location. With their agreement, I recorded the interview on my smartphone, which has two 
security features, but I also took my own notes as they answered the questions. Access to 
my phone requires either PIN or biometric data (thumbprint). The data would be secure 
                                                 
63Earl Babbie, The Practice of Social Research, 13th edition (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 2013), 274.  
64 Ibid. 
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while I transcribed the data, which would reside on password-protected computer inside a 
locked office. I asked their permission to contact them via email in case I needed to clarify 
an answer. Again, that information was kept secure on the password-protected computer 
inside a locked office. If they did not consent to a recording, I took notes and typed them 
up after the interview. Again, all notes and transcripts were stored on a password-protected 
computer in a locked office. 
 
The Sample 
 I focused my research was on a small population: academic law librarians at four 
universities in the southeastern United States. To determine which librarians to contact, I 
visited each library’s website and noted the titles of each librarian. Any librarian who was 
identified as a “collection development librarian” or a “collection management librarian” 
was included in my sample.65 I contacted these individuals by email. If no person was 
identified in either of these ways, I contacted the deputy, or associate, director by email, 
and began my search there, hoping for a snowball sample. My goal was to interview at 
least 2 librarians at each library, so I wanted at least 8 librarians.  
 I chose to limit my interviews to collection-development/-management librarians 
for two other reasons. The collection-development or -management librarians are familiar 
with their library’s collection development policy. Because deselection is often viewed as 
“selection in reverse,” they will understand what criteria they should be using. Moreover, 
these librarians often function as liaisons with the law-school faculty, who are 
                                                 
65 Surprisingly, only one librarian’s job title specified that she was a collection-development librarian. 
Some position descriptions indicated which librarians fit this description, but most sites I visited identified 
academic law librarians as reference librarians. 
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knowledgeable about the currency of information in their field of specialty. Thus, they can 
consult the faculty and make accurate evaluative judgments about the currency of the books 
they deselect.  
 Initially, I had secured participation from at least one librarian in each of the law 
libraries I wanted to sample. Two librarians from two of the libraries provided responses 
to my questionnaire, and one librarian from a third library responded. During the study, 
one librarian decided not to participate. Therefore, my sample consisted of 5 respondents. 
Two of the respondents are the directors of their respective libraries, one is the associate 
director, and two are librarians who have collection development responsibilities. Four of 
the respondents were available to be interviewed; one could not but was willing to supply 
responses to the questionnaire. 
 
The Data 
In this section, I present the data as collected through the interviews and emailed 
responses. I have chosen to list my questions and then to give the responses. 
 
Question 1 Does your library distinguish between “core” collection and “non-core” 
collection?  
The purpose of this question is to establish which part or parts of a law library’s collection 
is open to deselection. The American Bar Association requires a law library to have “a core 
collection of essential materials,” either by direct ownership or through reliable access. 
Further, the ABA explains what should be in a law library’s core collection in section b of 
Standard 606: 
21 
 
A law library core collection shall include the following: 
(1) all reported federal court decisions and reported decisions of the highest 
appellate court of each state and U.S. territory; 
(2) all federal codes and session laws, and at least one current annotated code for 
each state and U.S. territory; 
(3) all current published treaties and international agreements of the United States; 
(4) all current published regulations (codified and uncodified) of the federal 
government and the codified regulations of the state or U.S. territory in which the 
law school is located; 
(5) those federal and state administrative decisions appropriate to the programs of 
the law school; 
(6) U.S. Congressional materials appropriate to the programs of the law school; 
(7) significant secondary works necessary to support the programs of the law 
school; and 
(8) those tools necessary to identify primary and secondary legal information and 
update primary legal information.66  
 
My general thought was that any deselection criteria would apply primarily to non-core 
collections and only in extreme circumstances to the core collection. Four of the five 
respondents distinguished a core collection and a non-core collection. 
  
Question 2: In what way(s) does the library make this distinction? 
 This question explores more deeply the answer to the first question. The way a law 
library identifies its core collection can indicate the way in which it goes about fulfilling 
its mission statement. 
 One interesting item here. Two librarians from the same law library gave different 
answers to this question. One librarian noted that his library had a range of Library of 
Congress classifications; he identified the core collection as that material which were 
classified in the KF classification (Law of the United States). A second librarian at this 
institution replied that the core collection was the material relating directly to the state of 
                                                 
66 American Bar Association, Standards, pp.41-42. 
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North Carolina. For a librarian at a different law library, the core collection revolved around 
faculty research and legal practice material. 
Question 3: Has your library implemented a significant deselection project in the past 5 
years? Earlier? “Significant” referring to withdrawal of 20% of the collection.  
 
 Because I was researching deselection criteria, I thought it appropriate to ascertain 
whether the academic law libraries in the study had withdrawn material. Surprisingly, the 
libraries had deselected some material. In one law library, the majority of the deselection 
involved removing print items from the reference collection and relocating them in the 
general stacks. A librarian at a second law library stated her library had withdrawn a 
number of items from the main collection and sent them to an off-site storage facility. A 
third librarian responded that she had deselected a sizable amount of the collection and 
deaccessioned the titles. Only one librarian indicated that his library had planned a series 
of deselection projects, as a matter of course.  
 
Question 4: What was/were the reason(s) for this project? And was the deselection 
library-wide or limited to a specific collection? 
 Two of the librarians replied that their deselection projects were the results of 
library renovations. One of the librarians wanted to make room for group study, so she 
deaccessioned more than 60,000 volumes! The second librarian withdrew books in order 
to make room for law-school purposes—the law-school journals and certain law-school 
offices have office space inside the library. The reference collection at one law library 
simply needed more space and to be updated; it contained several out-of-date volumes. 
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Question 5:  What criteria did the librarians use to decide which items to deselect? Why 
did the librarians think those criteria should be used? Do you agree or were there factors 
you thought more important? 
 This question is the focus of the research. Because of its importance, I chose to 
summarize each librarian’s response separately rather than combine them in a one section. 
 
Librarian 1 
 This librarian noted the importance of knowing the purpose of a deselection project, 
for the purpose often determines the criteria. He also thought that deselection would apply 
primarily to non-core collection material. He listed relevance to the law school’s and 
library’s missions, the age of the material, presence of multiple copies and previous 
editions, and accessibility of reliable electronic access as criteria for determining whether 
a print resource can be withdrawn. 
 
Librarian 2 
The second librarian provided a similar set of criteria. She noted that identifying 
duplicate copies of material is an easy way to decide which print material can be removed 
from the collection. “Duplication” refers not only to multiple copies of items but also to 
bound excerpted parts of a legal code, when the library retains that entire legal code. She 
listed usage, accessibility, and type of material as other criteria to consider. “Type of 
material” is important because, she noted, law library patrons are accessing the primary 
law electronically. A law library might consider withdrawing print primary material, if 
space were at a critical mass.  
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Librarian 3 
 Librarian 3 restated many of the same factors Librarian 2 mentioned. She 
emphasized the importance of academics as a guide to deselection. Books related to faculty 
research were not subject to deselection. Because the law-school’s focus is on law practice 
as opposed to law theory, her main users want access to cutting-edge practice material, not 
historical or archival legal material. Lastly, she noted some other practical considerations. 
She listed “usage” and “usability” as criteria. If a database is not particularly user-friendly, 
she would opt to retain the print material because the print version is easier for patrons to 
use. Also, important here is availability. If a print item is not available electronically, a 
library may decide not to withdraw its print holdings. 
 An interesting point she made is that her library tried to keep material from the 
home states of the law students. This practice gives the students an opportunity to see what 
the material from their home states looks like, so they be seeing the material for the first 
time when they go to practice law. 
 
Librarian 4 
 Librarian 4 had a slightly different view of this process than the others and named 
some criteria that other librarians did not. For instance, when her library considers which 
volumes to deselect and move to storage, they try to move items that are easily identifiable. 
So, this library might send a title such as the Federal Reporter—which users would have 
a specific case citation they are trying to find—to storage. Another factor she listed is the 
electronic availability of an item. Other factors included are duplicated copies with the 
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main library, non-law books, old (10-15 years old) casebooks, and obsolete formats (e.g., 
microfiche), and usage. 
 
Librarian 5 
 The last responding librarian only supplied two criteria. The candidates for 
deselection in the projects in which he had worked were determined by usage and by the 
availability of a “durable, electronic version.” 
 
Questions 6 and 7: Do you have an estimate of the number of books you deselected? 
How did you dispose of them?  
 Nearly all the librarians interviewed did not have a firm number of items their 
libraries had withdrawn from their main collections. One librarian estimated that her library 
withdrew approximately 60,000 items. A second librarian estimated that, over five years, 
his library had sent more than 26,000 volumes to a storage center and deaccessioned about 
11,000 items. The other librarians, while not offering definite numbers, put their 
withdrawals in the thousands. 
 The predominant disposal method for items that were permanently withdrawn from 
collections was recycling. Depending on the kind of material being removed, one library 
disposed of certain types of material through a state surplus program. Another library opted 
to send the majority of its deselected items to storage, though the librarian admitted that 
some of its material—microfiche, for example, were simply disposed of. 
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Questions 8 and 9: Is collection development/management part of your regular work 
flow? What is your opinion of deselection, or weeding? 
 Each librarian responded that collection development or management was part of 
their regular work flow. Two librarians are collection development librarians, and four are 
part of law library senior management. 
 One librarian energetically embraced deselection projects. Two librarians 
understood the importance of continuing collection evaluation, and they supported 
deselection projects only when necessary. Another librarian admitted that deselection was 
necessary, but she did not support the practice of permanently removing access to 
information. 
 
Questions 10 and 11: Are you familiar with resources to assist law librarians in 
determining which print resources should be retained or withdrawn?  If yes, then the 
follow up: What is/are this/those resources? 
 
No librarian was familiar with a law-library equivalent of a publication such as 
CREW: A Weeding Manual for Modern Libraries. Some librarians did think such a manual 
might be helpful. 
 
Analysis 
Analyzing the data was a mutli-step process. The first step was the transcription of 
the recorded interview sessions, each of which lasted about 25 minutes. I transcribed the 
recordings with Listen N Write software67 to prepare a transcript of each interview session.  
                                                 
67 Listen N Write is free transcription software, which combines a media player and a text editor. The user 
can adjust the speed of the playback and pause, rewind, or skip portions of the audio. 
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The second phase involved reviewing the transcripts to detect trends or among the 
librarians’ answers. Initially, I intended to use nVivo with this part of the process. 
However, the interview questions served as delimiters of a sort, so I could tell easily what 
subject an interviewee was addressing. Consequently, I opted to review the transcripts by 
hand. As I reviewed each transcription, I did mark on the paper copies of the transcripts 
when a respondent addressed the issue of, for example, motivation for deselection 
(Question 4). Further, when a librarian listed some relevant deselection factor and then 
gave an example of that factor, I made note of that information on the transcripts.  
Finally, I compiled the data into two spreadsheets, one for practical criteria (Table 
1) and one for intellectual criteria. The column headers for these two spreadsheets were the 
criteria uncovered through the literature review, and the row names were “Librarian 1.” 
 
Table 1 
As I re-read each transcript, I placed an “x” in the box whenever the librarian mentioned 
that particular factor. If the librarian provided a definition or associated the criterion with 
some aspect, I included that in the box. If the librarian mentioned a criterion not identified 
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in the literature, I recorded that criterion in an “Other” box. This method allowed me to see 
how the criteria the librarians in this study compared with other librarians (as evidenced 
through the literature review) and how they compared with each other. 
 
Table 2 
 
Discussion 
 An important caveat is necessary before the discussion of the data begins. The 
sample of academic law libraries was not drawn to be representative of academic law 
libraries generally. Therefore, any similarities to trends in academic libraries generally and 
other academic law libraries specifically are trends that there four libraries evince, and care 
should be taken not to generalize to a nation-wide trend among academic law libraries. The 
data is applicable only to the sample population of libraries. 
 The data point to similarities between practices in the academic law libraries in this 
study and the trends to which the literature review points. 
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Definitions 
 “Deselection” refers to the practice of removing material from a library’s main 
collection and relocating them elsewhere. This withdrawal can happen in several ways. 
First, librarians may relocate print items from their Reference collection to the general 
Stacks. Second, they may withdraw items from the Stacks and send them to an off-site 
storage facility. In each of these scenarios, the books that the librarians relocated would 
still be accessible by library patrons. A third scenario arises when librarians decide not to 
retain possession of a print item. In this instance, the print item is said to be 
“deaccessioned,” and the item will no longer be available from the institution which 
removed it. 
 The academic law librarians in this study seem to have adopted the same 
terminology. For instance, one law librarian spoke for removing print items from the 
Reference collection and sending those items to his library’s Stacks. A second librarian 
referred to sending deselected items to her library’s off-site storage facility. Library users 
in these situations could still access these items. In comparison, one law librarian 
mentioned that she had deaccessioned 60,000 print items, which meant that her library 
users would have to access the print material from some other library or through an 
alternative medium. 
 
Motivations 
 The case studies involving librarians who were implementing deselection projects 
in academic libraries tend to show that the deselection projects were begun as part of a 
larger renovation project. The purposes of these projects may be varied, but a common 
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theme dominates: Most libraries are renovated to provide more individual and group study 
space for library users. Further, this reason for renovation is indicative of two other trends 
in libraries. First, newer, larger library buildings are not being built, so librarians are having 
to repurpose the library space they already have. Second, the renovated space is not being 
devoted to storing books but rather to usable space for the library users. 
 These kinds of themes are evident in the data collected from the academic law 
libraries collected in this study. In one academic law library, the law librarians deselected 
print items for the rather mundane purpose of regaining shelf space. Two law libraries’ 
deselection projects were motivated by a desire to provide more study space for its users, 
who were primarily law students. However, one of these two libraries also faced losing 
space to law-school purposes, namely, housing law-school journal offices as well as some 
law-school administrative offices. 
 
Criteria 
 The purpose of this research was both to discover the kinds of criteria academic 
law librarians in a targeted population of academic law libraries used to deselect and to 
learn how these librarians operationalized those criteria. Clearly, the librarians who 
participated in this study do have specific factors they consider when deciding to withdraw 
items from their main collections. The discussion will identify criteria that are concerned 
with practical concerns and ones that deal with intellectual concerns. 
 Surprisingly, few academic law librarians referred to traditional practical criteria. 
Two librarians did mention “usage” in the traditional sense, namely, whether a print item 
was being used by a patron. One librarian, however, named “usage” as a criterion, but she 
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emphasized the way in which a patron or patrons would want to access information. If her 
library patrons wanted to use digital material rather than print, she would consider 
removing the print item. 
 Related to this factor is the “ease of use” that one librarian mentioned. Electronic 
databases that are not easy to navigate or that do not make information or resources easy 
to find may be a waste of time and money.68 She noted, in fact, that she could find 
information in the print version of a particular state’s statutes rather through its website. If 
locating material electronically is difficult, a library may not consider removing its print 
version. 
 A second factor that these librarians mentioned is availability, and this factor seems 
to be used in two ways. First, a law librarian may decide to withdraw a print item if that 
print item is held by another library. Thus, one law librarian in the study deselected several 
items which were available at other local libraries. Second, a librarian may withdraw print 
items which are available through a reliable digital vendor. Several librarians withdrew 
items based on this criterion. Two libraries removed much of their journal collection 
because the material was available through a reliable vendor. Another librarian suggested 
that, because primary legal material is available electronically through many reliable 
sources, she would consider deselecting primary legal material if her library needed space. 
 A third common criterion cited among the polled librarians is the age of the print 
material. The mention of age did not seem to be connected to intellectual issues. One library 
withdrew a number of casebooks which were 10-15 years old. Because relevant legal cases 
                                                 
68 Central to any library’s mission is (or should be) the four FRBR user tasks: Find, Identify, Select, and 
Obtain. Any library resource that clouds or hinders these tasks should be evaluated. 
32 
 
do not change rapidly, casebooks which are 10-15 years can still be intellectually sound. 
However, more recent editions of casebooks may have more recent cases, so “age” in this 
case may signify that information is being duplicated. 
 Another librarian cited age as a factor for consideration. He connected “age” with 
change of authors, which occurs in legal publishing. A new author may reorganize 
information in a book such that previous editions might become less easy to use. Changes 
in word usage or language idioms can make older information inaccessible to 
contemporary users. The information is not necessarily false, but it is not usable by anyone. 
 Cost was another factor some of the librarians mentioned. In this scenario, cost does 
not necessarily refer to the price of purchasing material, though one librarian did use 
“deselection” in reference to eliminating selection from a library-management agreement. 
More precisely, “cost” indicates the price of providing supplementary material for some 
print resources such as integrating resources. If a subscription to an electronic surrogate of 
a print loose-leaf resource is less expensive than the print subscription, librarians may opt 
to purchase the electronic version and discontinue the updates to the print resource. Hence, 
librarians could consider the print resources for deselection. 
 Two factors dominated the intellectual criteria librarians used. First, several 
responding librarians noted faculty research interests as a determinative reason for not 
deselecting a print item. For example, one librarian whose library had moved its collection 
of circuit court briefs and records to storage reversed that decision not only because those 
volumes were not easily retrievable but also because a law faculty member is a historian 
on that circuit court. Another librarian identified part of her library’s core collection as 
those resources connected with faculty research. 
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 The second factor librarians cited was curricular program of the law school. This 
factor could cause some division among academic law libraries. One of the librarians in 
this study works at a library where the focus of the law-school curriculum is preparing law 
students to practice law. Because of this focus, her library is interested in maintaining a 
collection of relevant, up-to-date material; her users are not necessarily interested in what 
the second edition of some print work says, when the information they need is in the tenth. 
This viewpoint is in stark contrast to the librarian who indicated that she would be hesitant 
to deaccession any book, because it has some historical value. 
 Few librarians in this study mentioned obsolescence as a factor in deselecting 
material, though some alluded to it obliquely. Librarian 3 stressed that her law school 
focused on a practice-ready curriculum, so she did not keep previous editions of material, 
because the information in those items may have changed significantly since the last 
publication. Librarians 1 and 5 understood the historical research value in maintaining 
older editions of titles, but Librarian 1 did admit that, were space an issue, eliminating older 
editions would be a deselection option.69 As a rule, though, academic law libraries do have 
some standard policies to eliminate some outdated material. For instance, two of the 
librarians mentioned that their libraries do not retain older pages of material removed 
through standard loose-leaf updating procedures. It is possible that the librarians did not 
mention this factor because they take measures to mitigate against it. 
  
                                                 
69 Admittedly, this actual criterion in this scenario is unclear. Is it an age reason, a duplication concern, or 
an obsolescence issue? 
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Insights and Future Research 
 The aim of this research was to discover what criteria law librarians at four 
academic law libraries used as they consider which print material to withdraw from their 
collections. While some literature discusses deselection in academic law libraries, much of 
the discussion is secondary, and not the primary focus of the writing. In fact, almost the 
literature present is populated with case studies at academic libraries, but a persistent 
researcher can find material dealing with deselection in special libraries. As academic law 
libraries continue to add to their print collections and as shelving space gradually 
dissipates, academic law librarians will need guidance on considerations concerning what 
print material should remain in their primary collections. 
 The research shows that, at the academic law libraries represented in this study, 
deselection practices tend to follow the trends at academic libraries in general. Academic 
law librarians are dealing with the same kinds of problems that academic librarians face 
and, in the law libraries responding, for the same reasons. Academic law librarians are 
losing shelf space because of the continued addition of print material to the collection. 
Additionally, these law libraries were losing space because the existing space is being 
repurposed for law-school purposes or for other law-library activities not specifically 
dealing with housing books.  
 Moreover, some material which deals with issues in law librarianship suggests that 
deselecting, or weeding, of law library collections should be part of a law librarian’s work 
flow. Of the responding librarians, only one indicated that his library had implemented a 
deselection project on something other than an ad hoc basis. The literature shows that many 
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libraries do extensive deselection only when the need arises, so in that light, the librarians 
in the study certainly seem to follow the trend. 
 There is opportunity in this area for future research. One opportunity is to extend 
the research beyond the narrow focus of this research. The same or similar questions might 
be posed to all academic libraries in the American Association of Law Libraries. This 
broader perspective may shed light on innovative deselection practices which could inform 
the practices of local academic law libraries. 
 Another opportunity is researching deselection practices among law-firm libraries 
and comparing or contrasting those practices with practices in academic law libraries. 
Given that these librarians do deal with space constraints, learning what practices they 
implement will certainly help academic law librarians develop collections to which their 
future lawyers will access. This comparison may be even more helpful in light of the 
ABA’s recent emphasis on practice-ready curricula. Learning from law-firm librarians will 
be extremely important to academic law librarians. 
Finally, exploring the psychology behind weeding may be beneficial avenue of 
research. Some articles chronicle the fear and dread librarians experience when asked to 
weed their collections.70 Do academic law librarians face the same obstacles? What 
organizational culture can be cultivated in academic law libraries to help overcome those 
obstacles. 
 
                                                 
70 J. L. O'Neill, "Weeding with ADDIE: Developing Training for Deselection at an Academic Library," 
Reference & User Services Quarterly 56, no.2 (2016): 109, accessed October 28, 2017, 
http://libproxy.lib.unc.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-
com.libproxy.lib.unc.edu/docview/1860278442?accountid=14244. 
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Conclusion 
 In 1931, Ranganathan proposed five laws that characterized library science. The 
most important insight he proffered is the view that a library is a living organism.71 Richard 
Leiter considers this law of Ranganathan’s the more important of library science. The law 
library, he writes, “must receive a steady diet of ‘nutrients and supplements’…to keep all 
of the library’s parts healthy and reliable.”72 Applying the living organism fully, Leiter also 
notes that the library must discharge its wastes.73 
 Deselecting, or weeding, is a way to ensure that academic law libraries thrive and 
remain vital contributors to their law school environments. Deselecting material provides 
a method for law libraries to continue to support the curricular and research needs of their 
libraries. Deselection also allows law libraries the space to adopt and implement new 
technologies. By providing relevant and easily accessible material and the space to use 
those materials, academic law libraries will continue to be instrumental in educating the 
next generation of lawyers.
                                                 
71 S.R. Ranganathan, The Five Laws of Library Science (London: Edward Goldston, LTD., 1931), 382, 
accessed October 28, 2017, https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=uc1.$b99721;view=1up;seq=13 
72 Richard A. Leiter, Reflections on Ranganathan’s Five Laws of Library Science,” Law Library Journal 
95, no.3 (Summer 2003): 417, accessed October 12, 2017, HeinOnline Law Journal Library. 
73 Ibid. 
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